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ABSTRACT 
 
The potential enhancement of psychological capital 
(PsyCap) is an advantage in business development. 
More clarity is needed to determine if team altruism 
may play a role in this regard. This quantitative 
prediction of PsyCap is determined by Structural 
Equation Modelling with team altruism as 
independent variable. The significant positive 
prediction of PsyCap is a strong indication to 
management that PsyCap is a phenomenon that can 
be developed by nurturing additional variables, such 
as team altruism.   
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Business is becoming more aware of the possible 
advantages of applying positive organizational 
behavior in practice [1] as initiated by Luthans [2] 
through the concept of Positive Organizational 
Behavior (POB). POB is seen as ‘the study and 
application of positively orientated human resource 
strengths and psychological capabilities that can be 
measured, developed and effectively managed for 
performance improvement in today’s workplace’ 
(p.59) [3]. In support of capitalizing on human 
strengths, altruistic team behavior and the different 
skills that team members have, could add value to 
organizational performance [4]. Team altruism is the 
voluntary, interdependent and self-sacrificial 
contribution of team members towards functional 
teamwork [5]. A warning is that team altruism has to 
be seen in balance, as excessive team altruism could 
lead to burnout. Though performance of teams is 
significantly positively associated with PsyCap (r = 
.28; p < .01) [6] and altruism is aligned with an 
increase in knowledge [7] as well as healthy 
contractual relationships [8], it is not clear to what 
extent team altruism could contribute to the 
functioning of PsyCap.  
 
PsyCap, coined by Luthans, et al [9] is practically 
implied by the four characteristics of hope, efficacy, 
resilience and optimism. The hope of paths to goal 
setting, self-efficacy in the confidence in success, 
resilience to persevere and optimistic attributions of 
the future explains the functioning of PsyCap [10].  
PsyCap is regarded as a state-like construct, implying 
that behavior can be changed and developed [11].  
This is an indication that team altruism could play a 
role in the molding PsyCap, to the potential 
advantage of the organization.  
 
Problem statementIt is not clear to what degree 
team altruism plays a role in the functioning of 
PsyCap. 
 
 
 
 
 
METHOD 
 
This exploratory quantitative study, consisted of a 
target sample of 598 individuals, 55,8% male and 
43.6% female (.7% missing), across many industries 
and job levels. The age of the participants varied 
between 18 and 64 years, mainly black Africans 
(68.2%), who were married, 50.4% or single 43.7%, 
working between 8 months and 40 years. The sample 
is represented by mainly general workers (29.8%), 
junior managers (21.6%), and mid managers (19.1%). 
Participants were asked to participate voluntary and 
contacted by email and through the distribution of 
hard copies. Confidentiality was assured as well as 
the right to withdraw at any time. SPSS was used to 
validate the instruments and to determine the 
prediction. Confirmatory Factor Analysis was done 
on the original four factors of both the team altruism 
and PsyCap scales. Items were deleted that cross-
loaded with a difference less than .40. The 24-item 
PsyCap instrument [11] resulted in three factors: self-
efficacy, resilience and optimism. Cross and low 
loadings lead to the removal of hope and the reverse 
score items of resilience.  The Cronbach’s Alpha of 
the four scales were respectively .90, .80 and .75. The 
Van Wyk [12] Team Altruism Instrument, measured 
on a 5-point, 20-item Likert-type scale, resulted in 
three factors (Chronbach’s Alpha in brackets): team 
goals (.93), collegiality (.94), and after hours support 
(.93). Cross-loadings lead to the removal of the 
problem solving factor.  The totals of team altruism 
and PsyCap were used to determine the prediction. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was done on the sub-
scales of both the team altruism and PsyCap scales. 
In both the scales, only three of the four original 
factors loaded sufficiently. The indices if the 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses are reported in Table 
1. Where Mardia’s Coefficient did not fall within 
parameters, Robust Maximum Likelihood indices are 
reported. Only the resilience scale fell within 
Mardia’s Coefficient parameters, in which case the 
Maximum Likelihood indices are reported. 
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Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the team altruism and PsyCap sub-scales 
 
Model Mardia’s 
coefficient 
Y-BX2 (df) Comparative fit 
index (CFI) 
SRMR RMSEA RMSEA 90% 
CI 
Team goals 82.9392 116.702 (20) .969 .034 .090 .074 : .106 
Collegiality  60.4002 .495 (2) 1.000 .005 .000 .000 : .053 
After-hours 
support 
No CFA only 3 
items 
     
Self-efficacy 63.2602 64.768 (14) .952 .040 .078 .059 : .097 
Optimism 32.6328 .914 (2) .957 .041 .059 .039 : .079 
Resilience 29.2457 3.104 (2) .991 .019 .066 .000 : 0.092 
Team altruism 
Total 
122.3657 282.685 (87) .961 .053 .061  .053 : .069 
PsyCap Total 92.2358 226.532 (87) .939 .054 .052 .044 : .060 
 
The indices of Table 1 shows a good fit with the 
data, with the exception of collegiality showing an 
over fit [13]. The indices shows a good CFI fit, 
above .90. Standardised RMR and RMSEA a 
reasonable to good fit with values lower than .08 
and approaching .05 respectively.   
 
The Structural Equation Model of the prediction 
PsyCap is represented in Figure 1. 
 
                               
 
 
Figure 1. Prediction of PsyCap total with team altruism total as independent variable. 
 
Figure 1 indicates that a 49% regression of team altruism on PsyCap. The significance of the fit of this prediction 
is supported by the CFA reported in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. CFA of Team Altruism Total regression on PsyCap Total (6 Iterations) 
 
Bentler-Bonett normed fit index .902 
Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit index .940 
Comparative fit index (CFI) .945 
Bollen's(IFI) fit index .945 
Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA) 90% confidence 
.044 
(.039 : .048) 
Scaled Chi-Square (Yuan-Bentler) 848.007 (398 df; p = 0.000) 
 
Table 2 indicates a good fit with the data, with incremental fit indices above .90, and absolute fit measures within 
parameters and < 0.05. 
 
Team 
Altruism 
Total 
PsyCap Total 
.49 
Team 
goals 
Colle-
giality 
After-
hours 
support 
Self-
efficacy 
Opti-
mism 
Resi-
lience 
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DISCUSSION 
 
 
The significant regression of 49% of team altruism 
Total on the PsyCap Total, provides more clarity on 
its significant positive effect. This finding is 
supportive of the important role that team altruism 
plays and in business and the results of Rego et al. 
[6] where team performance has a 7.84% common 
variance with PsyCap. This is an indication that 
management could capitalize on the positive 
influence of team altruism on PsyCap.  
 
Limitations, future research and implications for 
management 
 
The encouragement of team altruism has to be 
applied with care, as too much forceful team 
altruism could lead to burnout [5]. More research is 
needed on the healthy functioning of team altruism 
determining the optimal level of its functioning to 
maximize PsyCap output and prevent the negative 
adverse effect of burnout. Studies across cultures 
and industries should shed more light on the 
similarities or differences in this relationship. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This investigation supports the significant role that 
team altruism plays in improving PsyCap. This 
contributes to body of knowledge and implicit role 
that team altruism can play in advancing PsyCap in 
business. Care should be taken that excessive team 
altruism does not lead to burnout and jeopardize 
PsyCap. This finding provides more insight into the 
body of knowledge explaining antecedents of 
PsyCap, as this relationship is measured for the first 
time. 
 
The results is a clear indication that human resource 
managers should encourage healthy and balanced 
team altruism, which could improve PsyCap – an 
asset in any organization. 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
[1] S. Culbertson, C. Fullagar, and M. Mills, 
“Feeling good and doing great: the 
relationship between psychological capital 
and well-being.,” J. Occup. Health Psychol., 
vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 421–433, 2010. 
[2] F. Luthans, “Positive organizational behavior: 
Developing and managing psychological 
strengths.,” Acad. Manag. Exec., vol. 16, no. 
1, pp. 57–72, Feb. 2002. 
[3] F. Luthans, “The need for and meaning of 
positive organizational behavior,” J. Organ. 
Behav., vol. 23, no. 6, pp. 695–706, 2002. 
[4] J. García-Bernal and M. Ramírez-Alesón, 
“Diluting the perverse element of rational 
altruism,” Bus. Res. Q., vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 31–
46, 2014. 
[5] N. Li, B. L. Kirkman, and C. O. L. H. Porter, 
“Toward a model of work team altruism.,” 
Acad. Manag. Rev., vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 541–
565, 2014. 
[6] A. Rego, B. Owens, K. C. Yam, D. Bluhm, 
M. P. Cunha, A. Silard, L. Goncalves, M. 
Martins, A. V. Simpson, and W. Liu, “Leader 
Humility and Team Performance : Exploring 
the Mediating Mechanisms of Team PsyCap 
and Task Allocation Effectiveness,” J. 
Manage., vol. XX, pp. 1–25, 2017. 
[7] H. R. Yen and B. P. Niehoff, “Organizational 
citizenship behaviors an organizational 
effectiveness: Examining relationships in 
Taiwanese banks,” J. Appl. Soc. Psychol., vol. 
34, no. 8, pp. 1617–1637, 2004. 
[8] R. Dur and J. Tichem, “Altruism and 
relational incentives in the workplace,” J. 
Econ. Manag. Strateg., vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 
485–500, 2015. 
[9] F. Luthans, K. W. Luthans, and B. C. 
Luthans, “Positive psychological capital : 
Beyond human and social capital,” Bus. 
Horiz., vol. 47, no. 1, pp. 45–50, 2004. 
[10] F. Luthans and C. M. Youssef, “Emerging 
Positive Organizational Behavior,” J. 
Manage., vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 321–349, Jun. 
2007. 
[11] F. Luthans, C. Youssef, and B. Avolio, 
Psychological capital: Developing the human 
competitive edge. Cary, NC, USA: Oxford 
Uninversity Press, 2007. 
[12] R. Van Wyk, “The construct validity of the 
Van Wyk Team Altruism measuring 
instrument,” in Proceedings of the Pan 
Pacific Conference XXXIII, 25-28 May, Miri, 
Malaysia, 2016, pp. 33–35. 
[13] J. F. Hair, W. C. Black, B. J. Babin, and R. E. 
Anderson, Multivariate data analysis. Upper 
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
